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This study is concerned with (1) the manner in which neighborhoods,

social cliques and church groups structure interpersonal communica-

tion of information about farming in a relatively stable agricultural

Pr\ community, and one in rapid process of change and (2) how this changed

over a ten-year period, 1956-1966. Theoretical issues are implicit

Li_I in the way importance of the information sought interacts with group

influences encountered in obtaining the information. Utilitarian

issues derive from (1) the continued inclination of people to obtain

information from peers in their practice adoption decisions and (2)

the importance of social groups as conditioning influences in how com-

munication of the information occurs. Even though social groups ad-

mittedly influence the communicative behavior in a variety of ways,

the concern here is only with the manner in which groups structure in-

terpersonal communication of information.

Neighborhoods, social cliques and church groups being most preva-

lent in rural society, have a high potential for structuring interper-

sonal communication of farm information among farmers. Neighborhoods,

which are gemeinschafts of all people living in a locality, most cap-

ture and capitalize on what there is about locality that is instru-

mental to farming as a family enterp,-.se. Traditionally localized

work-play activities, work exchange, mutual assistance end talk about

lrapor prepared for the Rural Sociological Society meetings at Baton Rouge,
Louisiana, August, 1972. This paper is a -ontribution from the Missouri
Agricultural Experiment Statior Jo rnal Ser'.es

2Department of Rural Sociology, University of Missouri, Colurria, Vissouri.



arming have combined to give special meaning to places that farmers

call neighborhoods.

In contrast, social cliques are gemeinschafts of people with similar

interests. Whereas neighborhoods are ideally the product of a society

which institutionalizes particularistic or ascriptive values, or both,

social cliques tend to be adaptive structures in a society which insti-

tutionalizes universalistic and/or achievement values. Being selective

of those with common interests and perhaps also with attitudes of

superiority and exclusiveness, cliques may be especially expected to

impose barriers to communication with outsiders. Also, by virtue of

the social conditions out of which they emerge, they may be in the pro-

cess of becoming informal groups next in social significance beyond

the family (Loomis and Beegle, 1950, 134-171).

Traditionally, churches in rural society are places where farmers

meet and talk. (a) The brotherhood principle which specifies equal ac-

cess of one person to another, (b) a near universally observed day of rest

which provides additional time to talk, (c) occasions for like minded per-

sons to assemble and (d) a high membership, ill combine to make the church-

es places where much farm talk and exchange of information is possible.

Also, quite in contrast to people who are in active competition with

each other, as restaurant owners who may not share business secrets

(Welch, 1961, 94-96), farmers freely communicate what they know about

farming to each other. With even the best agricultural research agencies

Ilable to supply much needed local adaptability, social acceptability, appli-

cation, and latent consequence information about innovations in farming, there

probably is much of importance for farmers to talk about; and ,aving done so,



there is a lingering tradition to label the information obtained from

other farmers as most influential in arriving at own adoption decisions

(Lionberger, 1963, and Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971, 161-164).

Methodological Issues and Conditions

conditions of Information Exchange

Assuming a continuing need which inclines farmers to seek and use the

information that they obtain from each other, we would expect that the

social groups to which they belong to facilitate farm talk among members

and possibly to restrict communication with outsiders. Restriction would

be most likely between groups that are unfriendly to each other. Further-

more, barriers might be expected to increase as the number and kind of group

boundaries that a farmer has to cross to gain access to another farmer increases.

In postulating a group influence continuum, we can think of facilitat-

ing contacts among fellow members on the one hand, and barriers to con-

tacts with outsiders where group boundarieS have to be crossed on the

other, with a kind of "no influence" situation in between where informa-

tion seekers and soughts are not members of the groups under considera-

tion. On the restriction side, one can think of both inclusiveness

and exclusiveness barriers. The first is essentially self-imposed by

preference for and preoccupation with own group members. This can be a

very real,eventhouaji a subtle kind of barrier to talking to or interacting

with others. In addition to greater accessability of own group members,

people generally feel more comfortable with those of their own kind

(Rogers, and Blownlik, 1970-71). On the other hand, exclusiveness barriers

are encountered by the outsider who must cross the border of a group of

which he is not a member. The authors assume that barriers of group ex-

ciusion (being excluded) are more restrictive than those of group inclusion



(preoccupation with own kind). Finally, most resistance of all might

be expected when an information seeker is confronted with both the inclu-

siveness of his own group and the exclusiveness of the group in which the

person sought is located.

Thus, we have assumed as in a previous study (Lionberger, 1954) that

the continuum of facilitation through neutrality to most restriction for

an information seeker to get information from a person sought are as

follows:

A. Both the information seeker and the one sought are members of

the same group

B. Neither the information seeker nor the one sought is a member

C. The seeker is a member, but the one sought is not

D. The one sought is a member, but the seeker is not, and

E. The seeker is a member of one group and the sought a member of

another

Although the authors recognize multiple group membership as especially

significant for the communication and receipt of and response to infor-

mation, the proposal here is to look at the influence of one kind of group

at a time -- in this case neighborhoods, social cliques and church groups.

Importance of the Information. Another significant variable of

structuring influence is how important the information being sought is

to the seeker. Other things being equal, people are willing to incur

greater costs for highly than low valued "goods" whatever they may be.

Thus, we would expect facilitative or inhibitive influences of groups to

decrease as the importance of the information to the farmer increases



(van den Ban, 1964). Furthermore, if we should find a tendency for

barriers to diminish over a ten-year period, we could regard this as evi-

dence of an increasingly open society, or at least insofar as social

groups restrict acquisition of farm information from other farmers.

In establishing and operationalizing such an "importance to self"

continuum, it has been argued that getting general information or just

talking about farm issues is of less importance than obtaining informa-

tion about new farm practices which one eventually adopts. Also, that

in regard to the first, actually getting information, even though general

in nature, is more important than just farm talk. While in regard to

the latter, information to which farmers attribute most influence in ar-

riving at adoption decisions is surely more important than first or

additional information about the innovation eventually accepted tor use.

Farmers were questioned with these four alternatives in mind. These ar-

ranged on an assumed least to most importance continuum as follows:

(1) Persons with whom each said he talked most frequently about mat-

ters related to taming.

(2) Persons from whom each farmer said he got general information

about farming.

(3) Persons from whom he obtained first or additional information

about specific new farm practices which he eventually adopted.

(4) Persons who were named as being of most influence in dirivinq

at own adoption decisions.

Locus of the Study

Two trade centered Missouri communities served as the locus of the

study; (1) Prairie in a relatively prosperous stable agricultural community



in which farming had remained the chief source of local support and in

which major farm enterprises remained essentailly stable for several

decades and (2) Ozark where resources for farming were much more limited

and where those who were able to remain in farming had to make drastic

changes in basic farm enterprises, while the vast majority had to shift

partly or wholly to non-farm sources of economic support. This was

mostly furnished by small industries located in the local community cen-

ter. With interpersonal communication about farming as the central issue,

all farmers (except for less than 5 percent refusal) were interviewed;

238 and 227 in Ozark, 1956 and 1966, respectively, and 218 and 174 in

Prairie, in 1956 and 1966, respectively. Each tamer was asked to in-

dicate whom he talked to most frequently about farming, from whom he

obtained general farm information, where he obtained first and additional

information about new farm practices he had adopted, the sources that

were most influential in his adoption decisions, with whom he exchanged

work and the persons with whom he associated most closely or regarded

as his best friends.

Neighborhoods were delineated by the use of local residents who

indicated who belonged and who didn't and cliques on the basis of aggre-

gates of social associate choices starting first with reciprocated tri-

adic relationships. Others were added as sociometric choices warranted.

Doubtful cases were included or excluded on the basis of independent

judgments of local residents about who associated closely with whom.

Details with regard to the method used have been descril)ed by Bruton

(1970).

The Unit of Analysis

The unit of analysis was the dyadic relationship of one farmer



naming another rather ',Ilan farmers as individuals. This is a type of

analysis that was strongly recommended by Coleman in 1958 and is in in-

creasing favor as a unit of analysis in communications research (Katz

and Lazarsfeld 1955, Blau 1962, Lionberger and Coughenour 1957, van den

Ban 1964, Rogers and Bhowmik 1970-71 to name a few). Use of such a

unit allowed the authors to focus attention on the elemental interpersonal

communicative relationships and to determine the extent to which th,,se

were contained within or cut across group boundaries, and accordingly

to assess facilitative or retarding influences on interpersonal acquisi-

tion of farm information.

Use of Opportunities for getting Information from Other Farmers

The authors chose proportion of opportunities used to contact other

farmers in each of the group related situations A through E as the primary

way of assessing structuring influence of the groups under consideration.

It was a simple matter, to count the number of relationships actually

established in each of the situations, but computing opportunities for

contact required arbitrary decisions about whom and how many should be

included in the "opportunity for contact" base. An earlier procedure

of regarding everybody in the community (Lionberger and Coughenour 1957)

as prospects was rejected for a more limited number confined to all farm-

ers within a circle with self as center and the most distant person sought

for the purpose, e.g., farm talk, as the radius. A computerized grid

system was used for this purpose. This method and its rationale have

been previously described by Lionberger and Copus (1972).

Tendency to Cross or Stay Within Own Group Boundaries

Another test of changing structural influence of groups was simply to

examine the percent of the total contacts made that were contained within



own groups (Situation A), completely outside of all grcup,-, of the type

under consideration (Situation 3), and those which occurred across orcup

lines (C through E combined). Thus, it could be determined whethe,- incli-

nations to stay in or cross group boundaries was greater for neighborhoods,

social cliques or church groups and how this changed over the ten-year

period.

Expectations

Although the nature and extent of the structuring influence of neigh-

borhoods, social cliques and church groups on the communication of farm

information was regarded essentially as an open question, certain structur-

ing effects were expected to occur; namely:

1. Facilitation of informational interaction with own members ex-

pected in all groups. At the same time these groups were expected to

act as barriers to contacts with outsiders.

2. Restrictive consequences were expected to increase in proportion

to the number of barriers that had to be crossed in group situations

C through E.

3. Structuring influences whether facilitating or inhibiting were

expected to decrease for all the social groups as the importance

of the information to self increased.

4. Social cliques composed of persons with like interests and feel-

ings of affinity and possible feelings of superiority were expected

to impose greater restrictions on the communication of farm infor-

mation, than either neighborhoods, which are composed of a

gemeinschaft of people in a given locality with attendant mutual

welfare feelings or churches, or churches which presumably ascribe

to the principle of equal access to all.



5. The structuring influence of social cliques was expecteci to in-

crease over the ten-year period and that of neighborhoods to

decrease; also that whatever changes did occar, they would be

greater in Ozark, in process of rapid social change, than it more

stable Prairie.

6. Church groups were expected to facilitate communication among

members but to offer little resistance to cross-group communica-

tion.

Analysis of Data

We start with what happened to the proportion of farmers who were

members of the groups under consideration. Accordingly, from Table 1, we

see that social clique and neighborhood membership remained essentailly

constant in Prairie, the economically stable community, where farming re-

mained as the chief means of sustenance for the people living there.

But in Ozark, where shifts to full and part time off-farm employment were

necessary, there was a distinct decline in neighborhood affiliation. The

percent who were social clique members, including those who were members

of neighborhoods also, remained about constant, but membership in "cliques

only" increased (Lionberger and Yeh, 1972). in both communities, church

membership, highest of all in 1956, reamined so over the ten-year

period.

Insert Table 1 about here.

Proportion of Opportunities used Along the Assumed Facilitation - Resistance

Gradient

In Neighborhoods. First, in Ozark with two minor exceptions, there

was a consistent decrease in proportion of opportunities used from own group

Situation A to cross group Situation E. This conformed quite generally to

the expected resistance gradient idea. The two small exceptions were in
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the Situation D, general source relationship in 1956 and 1966 (See Tables

2 and 3). Thus a perfect gradient occurred in E. of the 8 farm informational

relationships for the two years and nearly so in the other two. This was

the only group type for which this high degree of consistency in contact

opportunity use occurred along the facilita-ion- resistance gradient.

In Prairie, the same pattern was evident in 1956, with exceptions in

Situation D for specific source and with a number of substantial reversals

in the "most influence" information seeking relationship. Again in 1966,

a perfect gradient occurred fcr the most frequent farm talk and general

farm information relationships and with one exception (Situation D) in

the specific source one also. But again, in the most influence relation-

ships, there was at least one substantial reversal. In fact, the inclina-

tion to cross neighborhood lines for the more important kinds of informa-

tion was clearly evident. Also, one of the neighborhoods gave the appear-

ance of being "an influential" among neighborhoods for both those living

outside of all neighborhoods and those living in others. Surely, this was

in part due to regularly scheduled adult farm classes held in this neigh-

borhood which attracted farmers from a wide area. However, it is im-

portant to note that the tendency to neighborhood cross-over occurred

only in the'most influence' informational relationships. "Smallet talk"

continued to be structured by neighborhood boundaries. The inclina-

tion of non-neighborhood farmers to seek most influence information

irom farmers in neighborhoods (Situation P) in 1966 was apparently a

continuation of the established pattern to seek farmers for "most in-

fluence" information on a quality basis quite aside from where they

lived. This, we should note, was quite in contrast to Ozark, where the

structuring influence of neighborhoods along the resistance continuum re-

mained quite intact across the"importance of information to self" continuum
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at both points in time. This difference was in accord with the generally

more localized social associations' Inclinations of farmers in ,z3rk than

in Prairie.

Insert Table 2 through Table 5 about here.

In Social Cliques. The structuring influence of social cliques was

indeed different from that of neighborhoods, but not in the direction

expected. Cliques, expected to act as restrictors of communication in

the cross-group information seeker - sought situations (C through E)

operated in a quite contrary manner. But first we might well note that

the largest difference in opportunities for contacts used was between

getting farm information from one's own clique members (Situation A) in

cD,:trast to all of the other situations (B through F) and that these dif-

ferences de.:reased sharply and in general consistently as the importance

of the informational relationship increased (See Tables 2-5). The decline

in facilitation of communicative relationships in Situation A from the

little to the mucl. importance end of the information importance continuum

was quite in accord with an inclination to confine "small talk," so to

speak, to own informal social groups, but to seek others better qualified

as information sources for the more important information. To be sure,

there is nothing mysterious or amazing about his, but the question of

whether social cliques operated to constrain access to quality co.isul-

tants must be posed. We expected social cliques to impose constraints,

particularly in getting farm information of little importance and that

this would be reflected by a decreasing percent of opportunities for per-

sonal contacts used in situations C through E, where cliques could operate

progressively as barriers. But this was not the case. In fact, frequent

contrary findings occurred in both communities in both years.
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For example, in Ozark 1956 we see that in Situation E, where seeker

farmers were in one clique and sought farmers in another, opportunity use

rates were higher than in any of the situations where cliques might be

expected to operate as barriers to a lesser in fact, in Situa-

tion B, where such barriers were absent. This occurred for both the "most

frequently talked to farmer" relationships and those named as general farm

information sources (See Table 2). Although the expected gradient almost

occurred for persons sought as specific sources, a reversal was again ap-

parent in the percent of opportunities used for farmers in one clique to

seek information from those in another for the most influence relationship.

In 1966, many reversals again occurred, but mostly for outsiders

seeking clique members (Situation D) but v'th one marked inclination to

cross from one clique to another (Situation E) to get general information

(See Table 3). This represented d marked reversal in the gradient ex-

pectation. In the final analysis, structuring influences of social cliques

was more in the direction of facilitation of information seeking from

clique members than restriction of contacts with them. Yet, we would be

hardly prepared to conclude that presence of clique boundaries facilitated

communication. The possibility of a quality-selective explanation is ex-

plored later.

In Prairie, the situation was much the same. In neither year could

a case be made for a decline in the percent of opportunities used in C

through E "clique barriers" part of the gradient. in 1956, reversals oe-

enrreA in either or both of the 0 and E situation.; in compaiison to Situa-

tion ( , where insiders sought outsiders (See Table 4) . Thero s a general

inclination for opportunities used to be higher for outsiders seeking

clique members (D) and for farmers in one clique seeking those in anotner
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(E) than in the reversed Situation C, in the two most important informational

Iationships (specific and most influence source). Use rates in both cases

were actually higher than the use that non-clique members wade of those of

their own kind, where no clique boundaries were involved at all (Situation B).

In 1966, distinct reversals in the resistance gradient expectation

were evident in all of the information seeking relationships from small to

big talk, particularly in the D situations where outsiders sought clique

members (See Table 5). Furthermore, the reversals were substantial and gen-

erally higher than the use rates where no clique boundaries were involved

at all (Situation B).

In Church Groups. In these, the most prevalent of the three kinds of

groups, the characteristic facilitation of contacts with own members was

again apparent, with two exceptions, (most influence and specific source

contacts in ozark, 1966) . But this tendency t e tacilitation was less fot

church groups than either neighborhoods or social cliques de:-.pite the

recurrent opportunity to talk on Sunday, a day of rest when time off from

work would permit it. Yet, there was some inclination for farmers in Prairie

to show a preference for church members over non-members. This was indicated

by a quite consistently higher proportion of opportunities that farmers

who were not members used to contact those who were, and for members of one

church to name farmers who were members of another church, on the one hand,

in contrast to the proportion of church members who sought those who were

not members, on the other. In 1966, there was a consistent tendency in all

the farm informational relationships for farmers to use more opportunities

in the D and E situations than in situations B or C. Thus, there was a con-

tinued and even stronger preference for church members as sources of farm

information than in 1956.
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In Ozark, in 1956, about all that can be said was chat church groups

facilitated farm information exchange among own members but not nearly so

much as cliques nor did they appear to offer barriers to outsiders who

wanted to communicate with insiders or to members of one church group com-

municating with those of another. In 1966, there was a slight tendency to

church member (situations D and E) over non-member preference (Situation C)

in the general and specific farm informational relationship, but not nearly

to the extent as in Prairie where the preference was universal across the

informational importance continuum.

Thus ends the part of the analysis most intended to show the extent

to which each of these social groups either facilitated or restricted inter-

personal relationships for acquiring farm information. We now turn to a

kind of analysis that will allow us to see more clearly how containment and

group cross-over occurred in each of the informational relationships for

each kind of group in each of the two communities and how these changed

over the ten-year period.

Distribution of Interpersonal Relationships Withih, Outside of and Between

Social Groups.

Here several questions are at issue; namely,

1. What are the comparative structuring influences of churches, neigh-

borhoods, and cliques on the choice of persons as Earm irformation

sources, i.e., which structure motif and least?

2. Is the influence mostly of one of group containment or talk across

group lines?

3. Does this influence change over the ten-year period?

4. Are there marked community differences?

5. How does the structuring influence of the three types of groups

vary across the informational importance continuum range?
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Answers to these questions are pursued by observing tendencies to rela-

tive group (neighborhood, clique and church) containment of contacts actually

made as opposed to cross-group communicative relationships. In terms of the

A throtah E situations, the within group relations are represented by those

classified in Situation A, those completely outside by SiLuation B, and those

involving movement across group lines by situations C through E, considered

as one group_ The percentages of all of the informational relationships of

a particular type, e.g., most frequently talked to persons, that fall in

each of the three (within, without and across) categories are presented in

Tables 6 and 7.

Insert Tables 6 and 7 about here.

First in regard to Ozark, 1956, within group containment was dis-

tinctly higher in neighborhoods than for either church or clique

groups. Furthermore, this declined sharply along the information im-

portance continuum, i.e., from low to high importance. Over 43 percent of

the most frequently talked to relationships were confined to neighborhood

compared to only 22.7% of the most influence mentions. Clique and church

groups contained information choices about equally along the continuum, with

this again being greatest for the "most frequent talk" relationships, and

least for the most influence. This was accompanied by a little greater in-

clination to church than clique group containment for specific and most

influence sources.

At tae same time, crossing church group lines was much more frequent

than crossing neighborhood and clique lines. This was increo3ingly in

evidence as the importance of the informational relationships increased.

Inclinations to cross clique lines was next most common and crossing neigh-

borhood lines least common of all. In all cases, the inclination was greatest
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to cross for specific sources and more likely for most influence than

for either general or most frequently talked to" purposes.

However, by 1966, social cliques were the chief containers of most

frequent farm talk and general source relationships and church groups for

most influence. Containment again decreased across the informational im-

portance continuum (from low to high) for social cliques, showed essentially

no pattern for neighborhood and church groups except for a distinctive

clannishness among church members in the most influence informational

relationships. Again, comparing neighborhoods, churches, and cliques

groups for tendencies to cross group boundaries, this tendency was most

common for churches up to t' , most important influence relationship, and

was least common for neighborhoods. For the most influence relationship,

crossing clique boundaries was by far the most common and crossing church

groups boundaries the least.

Time-wise, neighborhoods declined in their retaining power. The in-

fluence of the information importance continuum for neighborhoods tended

to break down over the ten-year period, but church inclusiveness for the

most influence relationship remained and was higher than for any group.

Crossing again occurred about equally from one end of the informational

importance continuum to the other, perhaps with a little more clannishness

in a most frequently talked to than the other informational relationships.

There was a little inclination for neighborhood boundary crossing to in-

crease with the importance of the informational relationships. The most

distinctive clique influence was for a sharply accelerated tendency to cross

clique lines as the importance of the information increased.

In Prairie, there was a shift from neighborhoods as a main container

of farm talk to clique and church groups as the chief ones. At the
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same time, the increasing tendency to cross clique lines as the impor-

tance of the information increased persisted over the ten-year period.

Finally, the strong inclination to church containment. must be viewed

in the light of the very high percent of farmers who were church members.

Thus, the percent of informational relationships that could be completely

devoid of church group boundary implications were very small indeed.

This was reflected in very small "both outside" figures for church as a

group reported in Tables 6 and 7. Quite the opposite was true for neigh-

borhoods, where many of the informational relationships occurred completely

outside of and away from neighborhood boundaries.

Facilitation of contacts as indicated by the proportion of possible

opportunities used to obtain farm information from other farmers, was dis-

tinctly highest for social cliques in both communities in both years and

was slightly higher in Ozark than Prairie in the most f :equent talk and

general source relationships. But this tendency declined, with only one

exception, as the importance of the information increased. The exception

was for general source in Ozark, 1956 (See Table 2).

An assumed decline in the percentage of opportunities for contacts

used along the postulated situation A through E resistence gradient occurred

only for neighborhoods, in Ozark, in both years with only minor exceptions

for farmers named as general sources. The same tendency occurred in Prairie

in both years but with exceptions occurring for the specific and most in-

fluence.sources. Thus, the retaining influence of neighborhood on choices

persisted in Ozark, but gave way under the pressure of quality con6idera-

tions at the high end of the importance continuum in Pialrie. But it was

toi these only that digression occurred. There was no inclination for a

decline in percent of opportunities used in any of the other groups from
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situation A through E. Thus, neighborhoods were unique in their structur-

ing quality in so far as the resistence gradient was concerned.

Social cliques, strongest of all in faH_litating information contacts

among own members, almost appeared to facilitate communication across clique

boundaries also. This inclination tended to increase as the importance of

the information to self increased. The most likely explanation seemed to

be that clique members were better qualified as sources of farm information

than farmers who were not. It was found that they indeed had higher incomes,

higher prestige, had adopted more new farm practices, and were otherwise

better qualified as sources of farm information than farmers who were not

members of cliques (Lionberger and Copus, 1972). Thus, social cliques,

which may be inclined to exclusiveness of others and inclusiveness of own

kind, did not serve as barriers to cross-clique communication of farm infor-

mation, particularly where quality of the information was at issue. Con-

versely, it was in the "small talk" relationships that within clique talk

was most facilitated.

Lccept for most influence relationships in Ozark 1966, the proportion

of contacts used among own church group members was no higher than for the

resistence laden situations (C through E). Churches generally tended to

facilitate contacts among members but to a very low degree, compared to

social cliques. There was an inclination to a kind of clannishness among

fellow members, particularly in Prairie 1966, in all of the informational

relationships, even though not confined to own church group. This seemed

to be a carry over from 1956. Although a little of this inclination was

noted in Ozark 1966, the choice pattern was mostly as if church affiliation

made no difference except possibly for outsiders seeking insiders.

Findings from the distribution of choices actually made, within,



outside of, and across group lines, indicated that there was a tendency

for containment of most frequent talk about farm information within cliques

to increase in both communities over the ten-year period, and for those

within neighborhoods to decrease. This was also apparent in the results

from the more detailed situational analysis. These declines were very

distinct in both the most frequently talked to and general source relation-

ships in both communities.

There was a tendency for a greater percentage of all informational

contacts to occur in church groups in Prairie, over the ten-year period,

and in the specific and most influence relationships to a point where

church retention exceeded that of neighborhoods, which at the same time

was at a level very much a1ove the retention level of social cliques.3

Also the retaining influence was maintained quite consistently throughout

the importance continuum. This was in marked contrast to social cliques

which had much the highest containment at the low end Of the importance

continuum.

In Ozark the highest containing influence for church groups switched

from most frequent talk about farming in 1956 to most influence in 1966.

Also there was some increase in the specific source relationship next in

order of importance. Again this was in contrast to cliques which consistently

showed much more confinement of informational relationship at the low than

at the high end of the importance continuum.

At the same time, with one exception (most influence source in Ozark,

3This was in contrast to but not incompatible with highest percent of oppor-
tunities for informational contacts used in cliques rather than church groups
as seen in Table 5. The explanation would seem to be in the high percent of
church membership in contrast to social cliques, which was 86.3 and 46.8 per-
cent respectively.
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1966). talk cross-over from one church group to the other was higher than

for any other kind of group in both -fears. In Ozark, this kind of cross-

over had declined to the lowest level for any of the groups in the most

influence relationships. This, with the very high percent of contacts

made within own church group, in Ozark in 1966, suggested a strong tendency

to the confinement of most influence relationships within one's own church

group. But in Prairie, there was an initial and continuing inclination to

establish these relationships in cross-church group situations, rather

than within. The preference by church members for each other in this high

importance information relationship was suggested. Since church members

apparently had no greater technological competence qualification than non-

members, a kind of clannishness of based of "churchness" was suggested.

Summary and Conclusions

In regard to structuring influences and trends

1. There was a continued inclination for the proportion of opportu-

nities to obtain farm information from fellow group members to

persist at a much higher level than in the cross-group situations.

2. Social cliques took the lead as a retaining influence in the low

importance relationships, neighborhoods being dispossessed from

this number one position. Church groups were close competitors.

3. Cliques which in 1956 offered little constraint to obtaining farm

information from other farmers at the high end of the importance

continuum, offered even less at the end of the ten-year period.

4. Neighborhoods showed a marked tenacity of the retaining power, per-

haps grudgingly relinquished as the importance sought increased.

Thus, for people living in neighborhoods breaking away from own

group seemed hardest of all, if perhaps for no other reason than
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the distance involved in contacting other farmers.

5. Only neighborhoods, of all groups considered, showed any tendency

to source use decrease in accord with the postulated resistance

gradient. Nevertheless, digressions from this pattern increasingly

occurred at the high importance end of the information use continuum.

6. There was a strong and persistent tendency to cross church lines

quite consistently and uniformly along the importance continuum.

But farmers nevertheless showed an ill defined kind of preference

for own kind in the church community.

Main community differences were reflected in

1. The increasing tendency of farmers in Ozark to cross clique lines

to get quality information over the ten-year period,

2. For farmers in Prairie to defy neighborhood lines in obtaining high

importance information than farmers in Ozark, and

3. A greater preference of church people for their own kind as infor-

mation sources in Prairie than in Ozark.
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TABLE 1 PERCENT-OF FARM OPERATORS WHO WERE MEMBERS
OF DESIGNATED SOCIAL GROUPS IN

OZARK AND PRAIRIE, 1956-66

Ozark Prairie
% % % %

Kinds of Social 1956 1966 1956 1966
Group Membership (n=238) (n=227) (n=218) (n=174)

Neighborhoods 52.6 23.3 47.7 48.6

Social Cliques 35.7 32.1 48.8 46.8

Church Groups 88.7 78.0 70.7 86.3



T
A
B
L
E
 
2

P
E
R
C
E
N
T
 
O
F
 
F
A
R
M
 
I
N
F
O
R
M
A
T
I
O
N
 
T
A
L
K
-
S
E
E
K
I
N
G

R
E
L
A
T
I
O
N
S
H
I
P
S
 
U
S
E
D
 
O
F
 
T
H
:
E
E
 
P
O
S
S
I
B
L
E
 
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
D
 
B
Y

K
I
N
D
 
A
N
D
 
T
H
E
 
C
L
I
Q
U
E
,

N
E
I
G
H
B
O
R
H
O
O
D
,
 
A
N
D
 
C
H
U
R
C
H
 
G
R
O
U
P
 
M
E
M
B
E
R
S
H
I
P
 
O
F
 
T
H
E

7
-
2
.
-
2
:
S
O
N
 
N
A
M
I
N
G
 
A
N
D
 
N
A
M
E
D
,
 
O
Z
A
R
K
,
 
1
9
5
6

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e
 
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
u
m
 
o
f
 
I
n
f
o
r
7
a
:
i
o
n
a
l
 
R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
:

f
r
o
m
 
l
o
w
 
t
o
 
h
i
g
h

G
r
o
u
p
 
M
e
m
b
e
r
s
h
i
p

S
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
N
a
m
e
r

a
n
d
 
N
a
m
e
d

M
o
s
t
 
F
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y

T
a
l
k
e
d
 
t
o

G
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
S
o
u
r
:
e

S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
S
o
u
r
c
e

M
o
s
t
 
I
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e

N
e
i
g
h
-

C
l
i
q
u
e

b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

(
N
=
1
6
7
)

(
N
=
1
6
7
)

(
N
=
1
6
7
)

N
e
i
g
h
-

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d

(
N
 
=
5
3
6
)
 
(
N
 
=
5
3
6
)

1
"
7
.
-
r
7
.
1
-
.

1
:
=
E
:
E
)

N
e
i
g
h
-

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

(
N
 
=
3
3
3
)
 
(
N
 
=
3
3
3
)

(
N
=
3
3
3
)

N
e
i
g
h
-

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

(
4
=
1
5
4
)
(
h
 
=
1
5
4
)
 
(
n
=
1
5
4
)

A
.
 
B
o
t
h
 
i
n
s
i
d
e

2
7
.
7

1
0
.
1

1
2
.
3

3
7
.
6

1
6
.
0

.
.

^
-
,
.
.
.
.
.

1
1
.
3

5
.
2

4
.
9

1
0
.
5

3
.
8

4
.
4

B
.
 
B
o
t
h
 
o
u
t
s
i
d
e

2
.
4

6
.
5

7
.
4

7
.
4

9
.
5

:
.
-
.
-

2
.
8

3
.
9

3
.
0

2
.
6

3
.
1

2
.
0

C
.
 
N
a
m
e
r
 
i
n
;

n
a
m
e
d
 
o
u
t

3
.
1

4
.
7

5
.
2

5
.
7

6
.
6

z
.
2

2
.
9

3
.
2

1
.
7

2
.
2

2
.
9

1
.
9

D
.
 
N
a
m
e
r
 
o
u
t
;

n
a
m
e
d
 
i
n

4
.
1

2
.
5

3
.
9

7
.
3

3
.
9

1
.
8

1
.
0

3
.
2

1
.
3

0
.
8

1
.
8

E
.
 
N
a
m
e
r
 
i
n
 
o
n
e
;

n
a
m
e
d
 
i
n
 
o
t
h
e
r

5
.
6

2
.
5

4
.
8

1
0
.
1

4
.
7

E
.
4

1
.
6

0
.
6

2
.
4

1
.
8

0
.
6

2
.
0



T
A
B
L
E
 
3

P
E
R
C
E
N
T
 
O
F
 
F
A
R
M
 
I
N
F
O
R
M
A
T
I
O
N
 
T
A
L
K
-
S
E
E
K
I
N
G
 
R
E
L
A
T
I
O
N
S
H
I
P
S
 
U
S
E
D
 
O
F
 
T
H
O
S
E
 
P
O
S
S
I
B
L
E
 
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
D
 
B
Y
 
K
I
N
D
 
A
N
D
 
T
H
E

C
L
I
Q
U
E
,
 
N
E
I
G
H
B
O
R
H
O
O
D
,
 
A
N
D
 
C
H
U
R
C
H
 
G
R
O
U
P
 
M
E
M
B
E
R
S
H
I
P
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
 
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
N
A
M
I
N
G
 
A
N
D
 
N
A
M
E
D
,
 
O
Z
A
R
K
,
 
1
9
6
6

G
r
o
u
p
 
M
e
m
b
e
r
s
h
i
p

S
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
N
a
m
e
r

a
n
d
 
N
a
m
e
d

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e
 
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
u
m
 
o
f

I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
:

f
r
o
m
 
l
o
w
 
t
o
 
h
i
g
h

M
o
s
t
 
F
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y

T
a
l
k
e
d
 
t
o

G
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
S
o
u
r
c
e

S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
S
o
u
r
c
e

M
o
s
t
 
I
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e

N
e
i
g
h
-

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

(
N
=
=
1
9
5
)
 
(
N
 
=
1
9
5
)

(
N
 
=
1
9
5
)

N
e
i
g
h
-

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

(
N
 
=
2
7
9
)
 
(
N
 
=
2
7
9
)

(
N
 
=
2
7
9
)

N
e
i
g
h
-

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

(
N
 
=
6
3
)

(
N
1
=
6
3
)

(
9
=
6
3
)

C
l
i
q
u
e

(
N
=
3
0
)

N
e
i
g
h
-

b
o
r
h
o
o
d

(
N
 
=
3
0
)

C
h
u
r
c
h

(
N
r
=
3
0
)

A
.
 
B
o
t
h
 
i
n
s
i
d
e

3
0
.
6

1
0
.
2

1
1
.
5

2
8
.
8

8
.
8

6
.
6

1
4
.
5

4
.
7

3
.
1

7
.
1

4
.
4

1
.
7

B
.
 
B
o
t
h
 
o
u
t
s
i
d
e

3
.
6

5
.
7

5
.
6

2
.
9

5
.
3

5
.
9

1
.
7

2
.
6

3
.
6

1
.
2

2
.
3

1
.
7

C
.
 
N
a
m
e
r
 
i
n
;

n
a
m
e
d
 
o
u
t

1
.
9

2
.
4

4
.
1

2
.
3

2
.
8

2
.
7

1
.
2

2
.
4

1
.
7

0
.
9

1
.
1

1
.
4

D
.
 
N
a
m
e
r
 
o
u
t
;

n
a
m
e
d
 
i
n

4
.
5

2
.
0

4
.
1

5
.
1

2
.
9

4
.
7

3
.
8

1
.
5

2
.
6

4
.
6

1
.
0

2
.
2

E
.
 
N
a
m
e
r
 
i
n
 
o
n
e
;

n
a
m
e
d
 
i
n
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r

2
.
6

1
.
6

3
.
9

6
.
8

2
.
4

3
.
8

2
.
5

0
.
7

1
.
8

1
.
3

0
.
0

1
.
0



T
A
B
L
E
 
4

P
E
R
C
E
N
T
 
O
F
 
F
A
R
M
 
I
N
F
O
R
M
A
T
I
O
N
 
T
A
L
K
-
S
E
E
K
I
N
G
 
R
E
L
A
T
I
O
N
S
H
I
P
S
 
U
S
E
D
 
O
F
 
T
H
O
S
E
 
P
O
S
S
I
B
L
E
 
C
L
A
S
S
I
F
I
E
D
 
B
Y
 
K
I
N
D
 
A
N
D
 
T
H
E

C
L
I
Q
U
E
,
 
N
E
I
G
H
B
O
R
H
O
O
D
,
 
A
N
D
 
C
H
U
R
C
H
 
G
R
O
U
P
 
M
E
M
B
E
R
S
H
I
P
 
O
F
 
T
I
E
 
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
N
A
M
I
N
G
 
A
N
D
 
N
A
M
E
D
,
 
P
R
A
I
R
I
E
,
 
1
9
5
6

G
r
o
u
p
 
M
e
m
b
e
r
s
h
i
p

S
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
N
a
m
e
r

a
n
d
 
N
a
m
e
d

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e
 
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
u
m
 
o
f
 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
:

f
r
o
m
 
l
o
w
 
t
o
 
h
i
g
h

M
o
s
t
 
F
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y

T
a
l
k
e
d
 
t
o

G
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
S
o
u
r
c
e

S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
S
o
u
r
c
e

M
o
s
t
 
I
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e

N
e
i
g
h
-

N
e
i
g
h
-

N
e
i
g
h
-

N
e
i
g
h
-

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

(
N
 
=
2
1
2
)
 
(
N
 
=
2
1
2
)

(
N
=
2
1
2
)

(
N
 
=
5
0
2
)
 
(
N
 
=
5
0
2
)

(
N
=
5
0
2
)

(
N
 
=
5
6
0
)
 
(
N
 
=
5
6
0
)

(
N
=
5
6
0
)

(
N
 
=
2
6
8
)
 
(
N
 
=
2
6
8
)

(
N
=
2
6
8
)

A
.
 
B
o
t
h
 
i
n
s
i
d
e

2
5
.
2

7
.
4

6
.
3

3
0
.
3

1
3
.
3

7
.
0

1
9
.
5

E
"

5
.
3

8
.
1

4
.
5

3
.
2

B
.
 
B
o
t
h
 
o
u
t
s
i
d
e

3
.
3

3
.
6

3
.
1

5
.
2

4
.
8

4
.
8

2
.
3

2
.
6

2
.
8

1
.
2

1
.
3

2
.
3

C
.
 
N
a
m
e
r
 
i
n
;

n
a
m
e
d
 
o
u
t

1
.
0

1
.
9

2
.
5

2
.
1

2
.
0

3
.
5

1
.
9

1
.
7

1
.
8

1
.
0

0
.
8

0
.
5

D
.
 
N
a
m
e
r
 
o
u
t
;

n
a
m
e
d
 
i
n

1
.
8

1
.
8

3
.
4

3
.
5

1
.
9

4
.
6

3
.
0

3
.
6

3
.
0

2
.
5

3
.
1

2
.
6

E
.
 
N
a
m
e
r
 
i
n
 
o
n
e
;

n
a
m
e
d
 
i
n
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r

2
.
6

1
.
6

2
.
6

2
.
6

1
.
7

4
.
0

2
.
8

1
.
6

2
.
6

2
.
5

1
.
4

1
.
8



T
A
B
L
E
 
5

P
E
R
C
E
N
T
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
 
I
N
F
O
R
M
A
T
I
O
N
 
T
A
L
K
-
S
E
E
K
I
N
G
 
R
E
L
A
T
I
O
N
S
H
I
P
S
 
U
S
E
D
 
O
F
 
T
H
O
S
E
 
P
O
S
S
I
B
L
E
 
C
L
A
.
,
S
I
F
I
E
D
 
B
Y
 
K
r
:
D
 
A
N
D
 
T
H
E

C
L
I
Q
U
F
,
 
N
E
I
G
H
B
O
R
H
O
O
D
,
 
A
N
D
 
C
H
U
R
C
H
 
G
R
O
U
P
 
M
r
.
M
B
E
R
S
H
I
P
 
O
F
 
T
H
E
 
P
E
R
S
O
N
 
N
A
M
I
N
G
 
A
N
D
 
N
A
M
E
D
,
 
P
R
A
I
P
I
F
,

1
9
6
F
,

G
r
o
u
p
 
M
e
m
b
e
r
s
h
i
p

S
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
N
a
m
e
r

a
n
d
 
N
a
m
e
d

I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
c
e
 
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
u
m
 
o
f
 
I
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
h
i
p
s
:

f
r
o
m
 
l
o
w
 
t
o
 
h
i
g
h

M
o
s
t
 
F
r
e
q
u
e
n
t
l
y

T
a
l
k
e
d
 
t
o

G
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
S
o
u
r
c
e

S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
S
o
u
r
c
e

M
o
s
t
 
I
n
f
l
u
e
n
c
e

N
e
i
g
h
-

N
e
i
g
h
-

N
e
i
g
h
-

N
e
i
g
h
-

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

C
l
i
q
u
e
 
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
C
h
u
r
c
h

(
N
=
1
4
9
)

(
N
=
1
4
9
)

(
N
=
1
4
9
)

(
N
=
2
7
2
)

(
N
=
2
7
2
)

(
N
=
2
7
2
)

(
N
=
1
0
9
)

(
N
=
1
0
9
)

(
N
=
1
0
9
)

(
N
=
5
8
)

(
N
=
5
8
)

(
N
=
5
8
)

A
.

B
o
t
h
 
i
n
s
i
d
e

2
3
.
9

8
.
0

5
.
1

2
3
.
2

8
.
9

5
.
6

1
4
.
4

5
.
6

3
.
4

1
3
.
0

5
.
5

2
.
7

B
.

B
o
t
h
 
o
u
t
s
i
d
e

1
.
6

2
.
3

2
.
1

2
.
3

3
.
0

0
.
8

1
.
3

2
.
3

0
.
5

1
.
3

1
.
7

0
.
0

C
.

N
a
m
e
r
 
i
n
;

n
a
m
e
d
 
o
u
t
 
1

0
.
7

2
.
2

0
.
5

1
.
2

2
.
7

1
.
1

1
.
4

1
.
6

0
.
9

1
.
2

1
.
7

0
.
6

D
.

N
a
m
e
r
 
o
u
t
;

n
a
m
e
d
 
i
n

2
.
5

1
.
7

3
.
1

3
.
4

2
.
0

2
.
8

3
.
4

1
.
9

2
.
0

3
.
2

2
.
0

1
.
8

E
.

N
a
m
e
r
 
i
n
 
o
n
e
;

n
a
m
e
d
 
i
n
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r

1
.
1

0
.
6

1
.
9

2
.
1

1
.
0

3
.
1

1
.
8

1
.
3

2
.
4

1
.
3

0
.
7

1
.
9



TABLE 6

PERCENT OF DESIGNATED FARM TALK INFORMATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS USED WITH
FELLOW FARMERS WITHIN, OUTSIDE, AND ACROSS CLIQUE, NEIGHBORHOOD, AND

CHURCH GROUP BOUNDARIES IN OZARK, 1956 AND 1966

KIND OF INFORMATIONAL
RELATIONSHIP

Group Boundary
Situation of Information
Seeker and sought

Clique Neighborhood Church

1956 1966 1956 1966 1956 1966
0
-0

(N=167) (N=195) (N=167) (N=195) (N=167) (N=195)

MOST FREQUENTLY TALKED
TO ABOUT FARMING 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Both within same group 27.9 34.9 43.7 25.1 27.5 23.6

Both outside 34.5 36.4 34.1 56.9 7.8 14.4

Had to cross a
group boundary 37.6 28.7 22.2 18.0 64.7 62.0

(N=536) (N=280) (N=536) (N=280) (N=536) (N=280)

GENERAL SOURCE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Both within same group 25.2 23.6 38.8 6.2 19.4 18.3

Both outside 38.4 30.0 37.1 51.0 7.1 13.3

Had to cross a
group boundary 36.4 46.4 24.1 42.8 73.5 68.4

(N=193) (N=64) (N=193) (N=64) (N=193) (N=64)

SPECIFIC SOURCE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Both within same group 10.0 19.0 26.1 27.8 15.3 22.2

Both outside 42.3 28.6 39.6 41.7 5.7 11.1

Had to cross a
group boundary 47.7 52.4 .34.'3 30.r) 79.0 66.7

(N=154) (N=31) (N=154) (N=31) (N=154) (N=31)

MOST INFLUENCE SOURCE 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Both within same group 11.7 13.3 :2.7 lh.7 16.2 70.0

Both outside 48.1 23.3 44.2 50.0 5.2 1

U /

Had to cross a
group boundary 40.2 63.4 33.1 33.3 78.E



TABLE 7

PERCENT OF DESIGNATED FARM TALK INFORMATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS USED k.ITH
FELLOW FARMERS WITHIN, OUTSIDE AND ACROSS CLIQUE, NEIGHBORHOOD, AND

CIfUFCH GPMT BOUNDARIES IN PRAIRIE, 1956 AND 1966

KIND OF INFORMATION Clique Neiphborhooc
RELATIONSHIP

Group Boundary 1956 1966 195b 1966 1956 1966
Situation of In':ormation % % -0 % %

0
,

Seeker and Sought

MOST FREQUENTLY TALKED
TO ABOUT FARMING

Both Within same group

Both outside

Had to cross a
group boundary

(N=212) (N=150) (N=212) (N=150) (N=212) (N=150)

100.0

30.2

37.8

100.0

41.3

16.0

32.1 42.7

100.0

31.6

42.5

100.0

22.7

48.0

25.9 29.3

100.0

26.4

5.2

100.0

36.0

2.7

68.4 61 3

GENERAL SOURCE

Both within same group

Both outside

Had to cross a
group boundary

(N:!,02) (N=273) (N=W") (N=273) (N=502) (N=273)

100.0 100.0 100.0 1)0.0 100.0 100.0

27.3 27.8

3.16 18.3

41.1 53.9

36.1 21.6

45.2 49.1

18.7 29.3

22.' 27.6

5.8 1.1

71.3 71.3

SPECIFIC SOURCE

Both within same group

Both outside

Had to cross e
group boundary

(N=560) (N=110) (N=560) (N=110) (11=560) (N=110)

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

17.3 21.0

23.0 12.7

59.7 6b.3

MOST INFLUENCE SOURCE

Both within same group

Poth outside

La.: t kro.,;;; a

1'.'u^

22.9 26.4

3?.5 40.9

44. t, 32.7

25.2 27.5

3.4 0.9

71.4 71.t,

(N= 268) (N=59) (N7268) (N=t)9) (N7268, (N=59)

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

11.6 24.1 22.4

18.7 13.8

69.7 62.1

')5.4 25.4

25.7 39.0

bl.q

4.1 3.0
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